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'In five junior high Schools and five senlor high sCiloole located in Utah, four
. ,

-

grotif.4-Trr<chers were identified: CR) a group nominated by the principal as-

-
most effective; (b) a-group nominated by the current students as their favorite

: teachers; (c):a group nominated by,graduates as havi.ng taught them the most; and

I 11
(d) a control gropp selected randomly from the remaining teachers.

,

The teachers:in these four groups were eva bated by themselveS, by their prin-

cipals, and by their Students using4evaluation instruments adapted by the researcher.

Mean scores for each group werecompared o determine if the teachers of Any par-

ticulairgroup were.rated as being'most effective using standard evaluative'pro-
.

cedures. The characteristics possessed hy the teachers in each group were identi-

fie& by use of a teacher self-descriOtion form created by the investigator.
;

This study was partly designed to investigate whether the "voting method" was

e suitable technique for identifYing the most effective teachers and to test the

hypothesis that several I.:judges" of effective teaching would nominate different'

teachers as being the most effective. This study was also designed to provide a

rationale which might explain why the teachers in the various groups appealede

differtnt judges and to provide clues which might serve as a basis/tor further

investigatiOn'of the quettion of who is the best judge of effective teaching.

Use ofk-the "Voting Method" in Nominating the Most Effective Teachers.

Teachers were nominated by the students, graduates, and principals. The

stu'dents were asked to complete a short questionnaire listing their three favorite
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'

eeachers in order of how well they liked them. A first-ranked teacher was

givenithree points, a second-ranked teacher twO points, and a third,7=rankect

teacher one point. A tabulation-was made of the total number of points:given

each tea.cher in the school and the',teachers placed in rank order. The grachiates

wer aaked to complete'ashort.questionnaire which asked them to liat the three'.

./teachers under whom'they had learnea the most in their junior or sen,ior high

school experience in order of how much they had been taught. The:princiPals

were asked to list their ten top teachers in order of,their effectiveriesS.

The ten schools were of different sizes. An attempt wap made to survey-:all

of the students in attendance orCa given day in the witing for favorite teacher.,:
%

For tkle graduate sample, thd same students in the seniorhigh schools who were

!being asked about thei favorite teachers were.also polled about the teachers in

d

.

'junior high school nder whom they had learned the most. If a junior high school
a

fed a senior high school which was noepartiCipating in the study, then permission

was requested to ask a large sample o high school students to complete just that

part of the questionnaire which asked about their junior high school teachers. In

the larger senior high schools participating in the study, an effort was made to poll

4.
t - by mail at,least half.of the graduates of the immediate past school year. In the

smaller senior high schools, an effOrt was made to poll all of the graduates. .

u

Rank-Order Correlation Coefficients A:Mong_theahretGroups.
---7 , 717 ,

, ,

Rank-order correlation coefficientsbetwee'n.the,principal's ranking and the

students' ranking, between the principa rahking and the graduates' ranking, and

between the students' rankilk and 4-le graoUates' ranking were Computed for each of the

)

five junior high schools and the,five.in'I.Or high Schools.



'It,Was found that,, by using the "voting method," ;different judges were truly,

,nominating diffeSent teac)lers.. The fank-order correlation coefficients obtained

were fairly low 'at.the Junior high school leVel (.24 for prinCipal and students,

.

.50,for principal and graduates,. and -..arfor stlidents and graduates) apd very low
. ,

/

at the-geniothigh scflool level (-.09Jor.prigcipal and students,,,.10. for Orin-..
. .

,

cipal Ind graduatee,:and .07(for students and. graduates).

,It-seems a litile Unusual:that the'rank-order.correlations Were gher for the
,.

4
junior high schoolsthan for the senior.high schools.' Perhaps thia difference

,

0

might be.due to the fact thtt junior high schools are usually smaller than senior
/

'high schools and, Oinsequently, the principals of thd junior high schools had

feqer teachers' fromi,wflom to select the best teachers, thereby increasing the like--

lihood of also chooeing thoSe,teachers.whom the students and graduates favored.,

Another 'possible eplanation might be because of having feWer teachers, the prin-

cipaTh of the juniOr high schools get to know their teachers ,better than do the

principals of the senior high schools.
-

I

At both the j4tior and sAnior school.level,.the rank-order correlations were

highest for the rankings between the principals and graduates. This finding would

seem to suggest that these judges were probably using the most similar criteria

with which to rate the teachere. 'Since-the correlations between the rankings of

. the principals and students were lower, it would seem that those qualities,which

help make a teacher a favorite with,the stUdentswere not considered by principals
r.

as being qualities which make he teacher most.ef ective in their eyes. Graduates /

and principals were seeing more nearly "eye-tO=.76Ye" than were current students

and principals.
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It is. noticeable that graduaies and current Students were quite far apart in

their judgements'of teachers. Sihce they, rated their teacher's so differently,-the

question naturally arises as'to whether students and graduates were using different
.-

evaluative criteria,or whether the difference was due to how the voting,was,con-

ticted. To help Answer this question, in one lunior high school and in one senior

high school,both the stUdents and graduates were asked, "Who are youi favorite
*

teachers?" and 'Who faught you the most'?"

It was found that the rank-order correlations improved dramatically when

students and graduates were.both respoftding to the same question about their teachers.

EXcept for the cOmparisons With the 7thiand 8th graders' "favorite"\and "taught most"

teaChers,at the j high level, all of the correlation coefficients were reasonably
o

high. The graduates àgee dost closely with the seniors at the senior high school

level and with the 9th graders, at the junioi high school. The 12th graders, however,

agree more closely with\ the 10th and llth graders than do the 9th graders with the

7th and 8th graders. The discrepancy between "Favorite" teachers and "Taught Most",

teachers.appears to decrease as the students grow older. It se4ms probable that

the perspective from which students judge their teachers changes considerably 4oe
/i

A".
the time they start'in 7th and 8th grade and the time they graduate from high school.

Principals'.Evaluations of Teachers in the Four Groyps.

As an independent validity check On-the "voting" procedures and to.see which

groups would rate well with principals, the t achers in all for groups were

evAuated by the school principal. In completing his evaluation, the principal did

not kilow the group identity of any teachers except, perhaps, those he himself had



H

nominated for grO4-7d*Ii-. Naturally it would be expected that thoSeleachera. he
r;

had nominated himaelf_woulct fare very well in hip evaluations. :ft was found that

the teachers in-group one did fare'the ekpeFted.. The mean 'of 18.67 out of

a total possihle:of 20.00 at the junior high school level and the mean of 18A5 at '

thes,senior bigh school level was the highest in both instances.

'It might 'also beexpetted that the control group, since they were chosen.from. .

teachers.not nominated by, principals, students, or graduates,.would be rated lowest,

and they were, for(both,the junior-and senior Nigh school levels. The mean Score.

.

.

for the teachers in grogplour at the junior high school level was 14.87 and for

the tenior high school level was 14..23..

The combined means for the total'sample were 18.84.for group one, 16.51 for

group two, 17.27 for group three elqi.d. 14:49.for group four. It is,tinteresting to
A

note that the principals rated the 'teachers in group three, those nominated by

graduates, consistently higher than they did the teachers in group tWo, those nomi-

nated by .current students. There were no exceptions at the ju9ior high school level

and only one exception at the senior high schopl level. This,finding is in agree-

ment with the rank-order cgrrelations. reported prelusly which foUnd the principals

agreeing more with graduates than with'current students.

An analysis of variance using the MAD computer routine was completed to ex-

amine the following variableal L (level of school, junior or senior high.school),
3

S (school, with five different schools at each level), G (oroup, with four groups

.total)., 'and R (rating, the first beini the principals' score and the second the

teachers'-own self-rating score).,, This analysis found Only two terms:. to be sig-

nificantly different, G and GR. The F-ratios for G and dit were4Significant at the
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1% level of confidence. Cons5quently, these terms %ere singled out for single

. degree-of-freedom Contrasts. The firi.t.analysis confined the principals' ratings

a.and the teachers' self,ratings and compared the adjusted mean (18.056) for group

One with the adjusted mean (15.472) for grqup fdUr (control group), thie adjusted

. mean for group two (16.669) with the adjusted mean (15.472) for group four, and

th.e adjuated mean for groUp three (17.046) with the adjusted mean,(15.472) for
'

group four. The F4ratios obeained. were%11;significant at the 1% level of con-

fidence. A further analysis indicated that much of the difference in the ad-
/

justed.means was due to the principals' ratings even more than the teachers'

self-ratings.

'The principals' evaluationg'of the teachers in groups one, two, and three all

differed significantly, at the 1% level of confidence, from the principals' evalu-

ations of the teachtrs in group four, the control grojp. Furthermore, there were
e

no siginificant differences in the evaluations given by junior and senior high
1 $

school-principals or by the princ?pai>of one schoOl when compared with the prin-

cipal of another.

In loOking'at the sub4Cales, ihe t achers in group two were given higher ratings
.

, ...0
by,..the principals than the teachers in groUp three on only one scale, relations with

,,
A.students. On t, his one sub-scale, they were.not only rated higher than the teachers

I.

in group three, they were even rated slightly higher.than the teachers in group one:

On all the other sub-slalepsUblect-matter
competence, appropriateness of assign-

mencs'and acadeMic-expectnd overall classroom effectiveness, group-three
, - ,.,eft.

;/.,,

teachers were rated higherth toUp-two teachers. Judging,from the principals'
, : 4

,-7-1

spective, it may be hOslibll 9hat the students, are listing those' teachers as 'their

favoritea whd have developed gOod relationships with them regardless of ottler factors. ,
)

'
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Teachers' Self-Evaluations in: the Four GrOups.

Each teacher waS asked to evaluate himgelf using the same rating instrument

given to the school principals. The teachers in group.ree rated themselves the

highest with a mean score of 17.60; the teachers in group one the second highest

Th a mean score of 17.39; the teachers in group two the third highest with a mean

scoreof 16.97; and the teach/eTs in group four the lowest with a mean score of

16.42. Comparing these score's with the principals' evaltilitions, the teachers.'

evaluations were More homogenious and the rank ordering

ferent, with groups one and three being interchanged.
, 1

As reported in the previous section, awanalysis o

which analyzed both the printipals' evaluations and the

at the teachers was dif-

f variance was coMpleted

teachers' self-evaluations.
N

Since G (group)) and.GR (group-rating interactidn) were highly significant,sa

number of single degree-of-freedom iontrasta were made"to.htap.interliret:thiS"

finding. While the principals' evaluations tended to heighten

scores am'opg the fourgroups more than the teachers' seif-eaiLations,-fhe laitei, .

_ 1 V
t .

. 'i.'
Weresufficienily varied1o'find tWo differences which were signifidant. The

1

, teachers'in group three rated themselves significantly higher than ihe teachers in

group four, the control group, at the 17, level .of confidence. The teachers im group'
t

.

,

one rated themselves signi tautly higher ati tie teachers in group four at rlie'
.

,
er,l. ,,r

5% leVel of confidence.
.

owever, theA.each .group two did not rate themselves
,

significantly higher than the teacheis our. There were also no signi-,

ficiant differences in the-se fs-evaluatio s of the teachers at the junior high
,,..

:

1

school ievel when. Cdmpared wi h,those iven by the teachers at the senior high school

level and there were no signi icant!ditferences in the self-evaluations of the**chers

of one school when comAred with those given by the teaChers,of another school-.
A



. It 1,s noteworthy that the teachers in group Latte...saw themselves as less com-

)

.petent than did the principals, and the teachers in group four, the controIgroup,

getdaw themselves as more Cotpetent than-did the principals. The teachers'in groups

two and three also perceived themselves as s ightj.y more competent than did the

principals, although these differences were too small totAe significant.

It also seems noteable that the teachers in group two ratedthemselves highest

on the second subscale, relations with stndents, just as did the principals in

their evaluation's of these same teachers. The teachers' self-evaluation pore of

4 73 on this subscale compares very closely with the6rincip-ais9Score of 4.62.

. .

I
I

Furthermore, group-two teachers rated themselves higher in this dimension of4

teaching competence than the teachers in the othea-4ree groups..'This one area

seems tohe their eitrong point and it does not appear to ha4gone unrecognized.

Students' Evaluations' of Teachers in the Four Groups.

All of the teachers iA the sample were asked to alloy the students in any two
. #

of theif classes co evaluate theulusing a one-page, twenty-Item evaldation farm

which the investigator adapted. SeventvAight of.the eighty-eight senior high school

teaChers, or 89%, agreea while only-thirty-five of the sixty junior high schoolv

teachers,-pr 58%, agreed. 'It/is clearly evident that the junior high school teachers

;were more hesitant to.allow'student evaluations of their teaching than were the seninr

high school teac

%

The mean sc aite0by the teachers at the junior high-school level were

as'follows`t Group 1, .85; Group 2, 4.01; Group 3, 3.91; and Group 4, 3.75. The.

mean scores obtained y the teachers at the senior high school level were as folloWs

Group 1, 4.24; Group 2, 4.42; Group 3, 4.29; and Group 4, 4.10i. .

-.

9

I
-



It can be seen that the teachers 1.41 gro two, those nOminated as favorrtie
v

teachers by the students, were inlirst 0:#0% Then came the teachers in group

three, those aominated by the grgall e .9nave taught them the:tbst. Then came,

the teachers in 'group one, ehoSe.holepated by the f,principal as the most e ettive
A%

. .
.

teachers. And f nally came the tOkhers in group four, those assigned to the
/

ztx.:

control, groU 1YD. e sam ran1ider was found at both the junior, and senior high

-school 'levels; .although the s&)res were noticeably 11igher(7, for the senior high
I.

school teachers,

An analysis of variance using the MAD computer routiO was completed, to ex-

amine the following variables: L (level of school, junior or senior'high school),

S (school, with five differ,ent schools. at each level), and G (group, with four gcoups
_ d

l ,..

total.) This aR4Ilbsis' found all three variables, LI S, and 151 to,beisignificant. L

was already a single degree-of-freedom contrast and the investigator was not 4n-
.

.terested in learning which partitular schools,had students who rated theie'teachers

/ kigF r than students in other schools.' Consequently, only G was singled oue for,
4

further single degree-of-freedom contrasts. These contrgsew showed that the students .

rated the teachers in group two significantly,higher than they rgted the teacfiers in'
.4,

group four, the control group, at the 1% level of Confidence. They als6 rated the

teachers in group three significantly higher than they rated the teachers in group

four, at the 57.1eve1 oi confidence. tut theyvAiled to fate the teathers in group
. 4

-

one significa tly higher than they rated'the teachers in group ffiuf.

°Since L was s*gnifi4nt at tbe 1% level.of confidence, it is obvious dat the

yonior high school teachers were eval ated more generously by their students than

were the junior htsgh school teachers. udging\from the reluctance shown. by the
s'

junior.high (school teachers to participaie.in phase of the research,
f
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. , !ii. .

it would appear#4% the junior higH school teachersTare alread aware of this
,..21-1,,

.

.

tendency o ?stOdents tolevaluate them.'more harshly and which may welI

haveheen ceer'in'the refusal of so many to pdrticipate in the studenta'. .,,, . ,

evaluatiorv. .

c .

A-
,

.' Compariso
j

ong the Three Evaluations of Teachers. --,

'It.seems rather significant that each "judge" of effective. teaChing,'the

printipals, the teachers thethselves, and the stu4pnts, save preferenca to a

. .

different group of teachers when using objective.evaluative criteria. This find-

ing( would appear to validate'the previously reported low,rank-order correlation

.coefficients found by using the, "voting method" and the earlier conclusion that

different judges of effective teaching truly do,nominate different teachers.

Interestingly, the principals rated the teachers in group one th highest;

the teachers ln group three 'rated themselves the highest; and the dents rated

the teachers in group two the highestc The only clear agreement was that no judge

rated the teachers in group four; the control group, the highest.

It is Perhaps significant that, :Of-these' three "judges" of effeekive teaching,

the principals, the teachers, and students, only one judge, the principals, tended

to spread out the,ratings very much from high tojlow.

Characteristics Possessed,by Teachers in the Four Groups.

An attempt was, made to identify some distinguishing characteristics possessed

by teache4s in the four groups. A five page, 160-item questionnaire (Teacher Sell -

Description Form)

(

was sept talbeach of the, 148 teacher's in the sample. Only two

>\

teachers, both at the senlor high schpol level, failed to respond. Two'teachers

at ihe junior high school level also failed to respond but did po early.in the

studY so there was tithe to pelect alternates who did respond. So, a total of 146

\teachere, or 99% of the tOtal seiple, completed the questionnaire'.
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The results were summarized by group for each of the following areas:

(1) glaisroom Management'and Discipline, (2) Motivational .Technigues, (3) f

,

Teaching Methods, (4) Evaluation and Grading, (5) Value Education, (6) Per-
,

sonal Activities and Accomplishments, (7) Petsonal Beliefs, and i(8)'Personal

Attributes. Thehe summaries were used to provide A rationale which Might ex-
,

plain why the,teadhers in the Various group's appealed to'the different judges

* of teaching effectiveneas.

A Rationiale for the Teachers in-the Three Groups Which Explains Their Appealing
\to the Different Judges of Effective Teaching.

.

, A clear rationaler.ms found which explains why the teachers in group two

would appeal to the students who listed them:as their "favorite" teachers. When'.

compared tcothe other teachers n'the Sample, these teachers reported themselves
4

4

es more experimental, patient, gentle, pleasant, democratic, flexible, and in-'

formal than the others. When compat to what-the other teachers did, they

more strongly aimed to broaden student.activities to inclup things other than

reading, writing, and liStening; tried to make their Classes student-c4tered

rather than teacher dominated; joked freguently_with their students; knew .the

,
naMes of all of-thAV students and greeted themoutside of class; used a relaxed

,

i
.

. .
.

conversational,style'in their teaching; used a lot more student praige and en-

couragementithat negative feedback and.criticism;.asked students fOr their ()Pinions

before makiing impOrtant clash decisions\tried to make learning "fun for theirJ
i

,__,

4..
.

s ,

students; encguraged their studenth-to help make the class rules; reinforced
. .

e. .

desir4le htudent behavior with praise or other rewards but.usually ignored un
,

.

1

ftsirable behavior; used a few gamee-and contests to motivate and interest their

ltudents;',posseSsed a strong interest in sports; posseased awards and/or,special
4

12 ae. -
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. .

recognita ir
.

f areas other:than teAchingyhad a background of varied and ex-,
.

. .

.,

y
tneiVetravel; tended to f I

assrooms
I

open cl over "traditional classrooms;"
,

avor 1;

4
.

lo,l.ieved that teachers should try to bring about needed " ocial reforms"-ln so- ._
cietyi believed that it be possible someday to ticker ifically.measure

teachIng effectiveness; believed that the teacher should he quite original in what

is said and done in the classroom, anckbelieved that educators should drastifally

change the traditional grading system: Most of these personal qualities and teaching

behaviors would stronglr appeal to the typical student. Ad&to this description

the fact that princirials evaluated these teachera ao,.thighly On sub-scale two, re-

lations with studenta, and the fact that the feathers arsO rated themselves so

highly in this same area; These evaluations.and the above-mentioned comparative.

'description of the teachers in group two.provIdea an explanation as to why they

were nominated as "favorite teachers" by_the,students,:,
A

Similarly, there ilso seems to beAkutiearrationitle which explains why the
. .

11'tec.s in group three would appeal to Ole .graduate0 who listed them as the

teachers wh..itaught them the most." When:compared to the other teachers iff the'

sample, theseteadhers reported'themseivea:as more concise, fair, friendly, firm,

'cbnfident, deliberate, systematic, outgoingiobservanti Anteresting, loving, de-

plandabIs, endowed with a high'I.Q., endowed.with a goode of humor, a good
,

public apeaker, one who likes to teach, phyalcally ettractive;.:and endowed with

'4:1:good personality then the others..:When compared to what:other teathers Aid;they

More stronglY tesfatid seudantqUeOtiOps or eomments tO help clarifYfor the entire
,

class; used the results of student teses to plan-for future learning activities;

A

'fostered student inquiryj3y-asking-thought-provoking questions rather than recall

-
question5;-focused7the attentIon of studentn orrwhat they.beneved to be the critical
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attributes of a topic'or relationship; invited students to criticize the teachers'

ideas and to express their own feeltngs gnd opinions; often allowed tudents a

choice in selecting from a number d\possible assignments; gave at least two

student homework assignments per week; believed-that they were generous in ap-

praising the.motives of their students; governed with as few rules as possible;

insisted Upon ar.work orientatibn in the claSsroom with a minimum of noise and con-

fusion; commended studenta freqtteritti kind blamed them very seldom; gave descriptive,

specific commendations rather)thandescriptive, general commendations; called

jattention to thelnore interesting activities which students will be required to

do during the weeks ahead; focused student attention on the lesson by using pic-
i

tures, personaltincidents, stories, news items, ete.; posed questions 'which are

thoughe-grovoking to stimulate student interest; gave Mostly l'objective-type"

examinations; checked carefully to.see that there is'genuine consistency between

their exams and the, intended-learning outcomes for their etudent6;11elpe& theie

students to build good self-images by Setting realistic goals; tried to help their

students,behaVe in ways:which a e both inbria and responsible; po'ssessed a sttong

: interest in eeading; -possessed a strong interest in mvic, painting, and the atts
. .

./.. ..°t_.

it genetal; possessed a.stTong interest in current eVents; exercised regularly to

'help maintain their physical 'fitness; had parepts or other family Members who are

teagnere; .faVored the'uSe of."performanCy Contracting'
iv in-gpidthg students;,and

'.-.

'berieved that teaching..is.more "science":tRan "art." Add to this description the
..

... ' .

.

fac'i. that the teachere ip g'roun-three ev'aluted themselves the highest of all the

.
.

,

teachers on the teacher self7-evaluation form. They have a good self-image and possess

persona' qualities and teaching behaviors which would help students to learn a* good
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deal and might serve to explain why the graduates nominated these teachers as

those under whom they have "learned the most."

Since the teachers in group four were selected at random from the teachers

not nominated by principals, current studentsor graduates, it was not surpri-

sing to find them faring rather poorly in the comparison with the other teachers,
A I

but it was a real surprise to the investigator to find the teachers in group one
k

also faring so poorly in the comparison. There doesn't seem to'be dny sort of

clear rationale to explain why the teachers in this group appealed 0 strongly
r,

to the principals who nominated them as their best teachers. Vhe most that can

be said is that they were consistently "humble" in refusing to claim for them-

selves any of the descriptive "virtues" implied in the questionnaire. In com-

paring their responses to the responses of the other teachers, they did say they

more strongly'devoted themselves to tutoring students having difficulty; helped'

their students'to develop talents and skills in their classes Other thaw"academic;"

had students.coming to them forhelp and advice not dirittili7relate0 to the course;

6AtE
permitted students to sit where they choOaq uses their own silence to call at-

,-

tention,to stddents who are talking when they should he quiet; permitted students

\
to talk with each other for some of the time; -gave A and B grades to more than 50%

of their stdde is; and believed that "teaching machines" should be available in;the

le'
junior and senior high schools. .This,compOsite description from the questionnaire. ,

-;
data does not seem to provide.a clear rationale which might explain why.the teachers,

in group one appeal so strongly to the 15rincipals. On the self-evaluation form,

the teachers in group one rated themselves the second highest, just under the
1,

teachers in group three, so even-the "extra humility" explanation is not'consistent

15
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/ A /

with all ,of the facts. Further'study is definitely;needed to find a reasonable
/

.. /

rationale for group-one teacheis which might carredpanciyith.the rationales

found for the teachers in groups to and three.

Using. the Teacher Self-Description Form as a Second Self-Evaluation Form.
,14p,

"51Since almost dll of the ,q toqna1l'64.ffem8 were in the positive directi

and reflected good teaching practices and desirable personal qualities, the re-
"

searcher decided to use 156 of the 160 questionnaire items. to serve as, a .second.

self-evaluation form. It was observed that group-three teachers rated themselVes

the highest on 82 items group-two teachers rated themselves the highest on 37
-

items,'group-one teachers-rated themselves the hig4est on '18 items, and group-four
0

teachers rated themselves the highest on 19 items. It was further observed that
.

group-three teachers tatedthemselves the lowest on only719 iteMs,. group-two teachers
'; 1

rated themselves the lowest:on 44 items, group-one teachersraged themselves the

lowest on 46 items, and grourfour teachers rated themselves the lowest on 47

items.

'Al1owing the ,questionnaire items to serve in this manner as a second self-

evaluatioh form, it is clear that the teachers in.grohp three deffhitely viewed .

. .--r..; ,..i.
..

.
.,.

=.:! ., .
. .

themselves as the most superior by a considerable margin, the teachers in group .

twa as.the ne),5t.most superior, and the teachers in groups one And four as being

tied'APPrOxOlately for the.least superior. In fact, this analysis miiht well sup-

port a wOrkini hypothesis that, of the three judges of effective teaching, the

principals,'the stUdents,,and,ihe graduates, the gfAduates are'the beSt judge of

effective teaching:
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'By
.

sing,the vOting method," different "judgef' of effective teachlpg

fl

16

were'

foun nominatT, different teachers with very low rank-orpler correlations being
,

.

obtaipedamong,thocop ten teachers in eachof the three groups..(exclUding the

control group) in each school. 1;4

7-,,,Avuaing standard. evaluative instruments,,different .judgesy.iwere'also found. r'

t

to favor a different group of teachers. The pripcipaie'rated`the teachers ih group
;

4
one (those nominated by principals themselves) the highest; the teachers in group
-

three (those nomin'aied by the graduates) rate& themselves the highest; and the

'

studehts rated.thdteachere in'group two (those nominated by thd students) the-

highest- The only clear agreement was".that no judge rated,the teachers in group

fourt(the'cOntrol #pup) the highest.

.- These findings . were seen as partially 'validating the results of :the:"voting

ethod" as used in this study for nominating the most effective teachers:

sing the teacher eelf-description- form, a fairly Clear rationale was '

fouri&io explain why the.teachers in groups two and three appealed to the students

and graduates. .However, a similar rationale was not found to explain why group:-

one teachers appealed so strongly to the school principals.

Some evidence was also found to support a "iongue-in-cheek" hypothesi6 that,

.of the three,"judges" LP the stUdy--principaie, Current students; and graduates,

-the graduates are the best judge of effective teaching. However, this evidence

was based upon questionnaire data and ilot upon direCtobservation.. Additional,

study, therefore, is needed totest Ouch a hypothesis. ,


